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REMARKS 

Status of Claims 

Claims 1 and 4-10 are pending, with claim 1 being independent. Claims 1, 4 and 8 have 
been amended to correct informalities in the claim language and to more clearly define the 
claimed subject matter. Support for the amendments is found, for example, at FIGS. 1-2 and the 
corresponding description thereof in the specification. No new matter has been entered. 
Applicants respectfully submit that all pending claims are patentable over the cited prior art 
references. 

Claim Rejection - 35 U.S.C. $ 102 

Claims 1, 6-8 and 10 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Outzen (USP 4,759,693). This rejection is traversed for at least the following reasons. 

The Examiner asserts that Outzen discloses the limitations of claim 1 . Specifically, the 
Examiner asserts that elements 1 7 and 1 8 of Outzen correspond to the claimed flange and 
elements 1 9 and 20 of Outzen correspond to the claimed generally U-shaped groove. Applicants 
disagree. 

Applicants submit that amended claim 1 now recites, among other features, a flange 
which has a generally U-shaped protruding portion. As shown in FIG. 2, the protruding portion 
of flange 108 has a U-shape. In contrast, the protruding portions of elements 17 and 18 of 
Outzen have a rectangular shape. It is clear to one of skill in the art that a U-shape has a round 
portion and a rectangular is not considered to have a U-shape. 

Applicants also submit that Outzen fails to disclose a generally U-shaped groove 
provided to the cylinder head, as recited by claim 1 . The claimed groove has a generally U- 
shape to which the generally U-shaped protruding portion of the flange is fitted. In other words, 
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both of the protruding portion of the flange and the groove of the cylinder have a U-shape (i.e., a 
round portion). In contrast, the alleged grooves 19 and 20 of Outzen have a rectangular shape. 

In this regard, Applicants respectfully note that since the claimed subject matter employs 
the U-shaped (i.e., round-shaped) protruding portion and groove which mate with each other, it is 
possible to effectively prevent leakage of pressure pulsation of the resonance chamber to the 
outside. In contrast, it would not be possible to effectively seal the mating portion in Outzen 
since Outzen uses the rectangular protruding portions and grooves. 

As such, it is clear that, at a minimum, Outzen fails to disclose the above identified 
elements of claim 1 . Accordingly, claim 1 and all claims dependent thereon are patentable over 
Outzen. 

Further, Applicants submit that, while in rejecting claim 1, the Examiner asserts that 
elements 8 and 9 of Outzen correspond to the claimed resonance chamber, the Examiner also 
asserts that element 16 of Outzen corresponds to the claimed resonance chamber in rejecting 
claims 6 and 7. Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's interpretation of the claim 
language is inconsistent, and thus the Examiner's assertion and rejection have no merit, and are 
improper. 

Based on the foregoing, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner withdraw the 
rejection of 1, 6-8 and 10 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). 

Claim Rejection - 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 4 and 5 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Outzen in view of Fenocchi et al. (USP 6,464,480). Claim 9 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
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103(a) as being unpatentable over Outzen in view of Alfano et al. (USP 5,487,648). These 
rejections are traversed for at least the following reasons. 

Applicants incorporate herein the arguments previously advanced in traversal of the 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) predicated upon Outzen. The additional cited references do 
not teach or suggest the above discussed elements of amended claim 1 , from which claims 4-5 
and 9 depend, missing from Outzen. Therefore, any combination of Outzen with Fenocchi 
and/or Alfano would still fail to disclose the claimed elements, and it would not have been 
obvious to add these elements to any such combination. 

Further, regarding claims 4 and 5, the Examiner asserts that Fenocchi discloses an oil 
hole as recited by claims 4 and 5. However, Applicants respectfully submit that Fenocchi merely 
discloses that the oil may drain into the seal portion, but does not disclose or suggest the location 
of the oil hole as recited by claim 4. 

As such, it is clear that claims 4-5 and 9 are patentable over the cited references for at 
least the reasons set forth above. Thus, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner withdraw 
the rejections of 4-5 and 9 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
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CONCLUSION 



Having fully responded to all matters raised in the Office Action, Applicants submit that 
all claims are in condition for allowance, an indication for which is respectfully solicited. If 
there are any outstanding issues that might be resolved by an interview or an Examiner's 
amendment, the Examiner is requested to call Applicants' attorney at the telephone number 
shown below. 

To the extent necessary, a petition for an extension of time under 37 C.F.R. 1.136 is 
hereby made. Please charge any shortage in fees due in connection with the filing of this paper, 
including extension of time fees, to Deposit Account 500417 and please credit any excess fees to 
such deposit account. 




Respectfully submitted, 
McDERMpTT WlLL & EMERY LLP 



600 13 m Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20005-3096 
Phone: 202.756.8000 MEF:TS:MaM 
Facsimile: 202.756.8087 
Date: June 9, 2009 
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